














Resumo		A	 chamada	 “virada	da	 vulnerabilidade”	 envolvia	 principalmente	 ética.	 Essa	linha	 de	 pensamento	 encontrou	 análises	 feministas,	 especialmente	 aquelas	que	desenvolviam	uma	 “ética	do	cuidado”.	Nas	páginas	 seguintes,	descrevo	os	 principais	 estágios	 da	 reflexão	 filosófica	 contemporânea	 sobre	vulnerabilidade,	 enfocando	 as	 relações	 entre	 a	 teoria	 da	 vulnerabilidade	 e	algumas	 versões	 da	 ética	 do	 cuidado.	 Tento,	 então,	mostrar	 como	 as	 teses	sobre	vulnerabilidade	 (e	 cuidados),	hoje	mantidas	predominantemente	por	estudiosos	da	América	do	Norte,	podem	ser	empregadas	na	Europa	à	luz	da	evolução	do	"Estado	constitucional".	
Palavras-chave:	 Vulnerabilidade,	 cuidados,	 igualdade,	 teoria	 feminista,	Estado	constitucional.	
	
Abstract	
The	 so	 called	 “vulnerability	 turn”	 mainly	 involved	 ethics.	 This	 line	 of	
thought	 encountered	 feminist	 analyses,	 especially	 those	 developing	 an	
“ethics	 of	 care”.	 In	 the	 following	 pages	 I	 outline	 the	 main	 stages	 of	
contemporary	 philosophical	 reflection	 on	 vulnerability,	 focusing	 on	 the	
relationships	 between	 vulnerability	 theory	 and	 some	 versions	 of	 the	
ethics	of	care.	I	then	try	to	show	how	the	theses	about	vulnerability	(and	
care),	 today	 held	 predominantly	 by	 North	 American	 scholars,	 can	 be	
employed	in	Europe	in	light	of	the	evolution	of	the	“constitutional	state”.	







In	 contemporary	 times,	 thinking	 about	 vulnerability	 has	 developed	 mainly	 in	 the	 field	 of	
ethics.	Feminist	analyses	have	contributed	to	this	development,	in	particular	theses	formulated	by	
authors	 who	 theorized	 an	 "ethics	 of	 care".	 In	 the	 following	 pages	 I	 briefly	 review	 some	 of	 the	
stages	of	contemporary	philosophical	thinking	about	vulnerability,	focusing	specifically	on	the	links	
between	this	and	some	versions	of	the	ethics	of	care.	 I	then	proffer	some	insights	for	evaluating	
how	 the	 outcome	 of	 thinking	 about	 vulnerability	 (and	 care),	 currently	 mainly	 addressed	 in	 US	
scholarship,	can	be	used	in	continental	Europe	in	light	of	the	evolution	of	the	constitutional	state.		
Contemporary	thinking	on	vulnerability	draws	on	the	work	of	a	number	of	twentieth-century	




According	 to	 this	perspective,	 analysing	 vulnerability	 also	 involves	 thinking	about	 social	 ties	 and	
violence.	
Beginning	 in	the	2000s,	 Judith	Butler	and,	 in	 Italy,	Adriana	Cavarero,	grew	and	expanded	on	
this	 line	 of	 thought.	 Butler	 in	 particular	 took	 the	 pioneering	 step	 of	 combining	 an	 analysis	 of	
universal	ontological	vulnerability,	linked	to	our	being	“body”	-	which	Butler	calls	“precariousness”	
-	 with	 an	 emphasis	 on	 particular,	 socially	 produced	 vulnerabilities	 -	 what	 the	 author	 calls	
“precarity”.3	While	Butler	stresses	the	idea	of	exposure	to	the	other	(not	only	and	perhaps	not	so	
much	in	the	physical	sense,	but	in	the	sense	that	from	birth	we	are	“impinged	upon”,	marked	by	
relationships),	 Cavarero	 underlines	 the	 fact	 that,	 historically,	 interpersonal	 relationships	 have	
intentionally	 been	 represented	 as	 necessarily	 conflictual	 and	 violent,	wherein	 being	 exposed	 to	




unequally	 distributed	 vulnerability,	 but	 ontological	 vulnerability	 is	 necessarily	 experienced	 by	




indeed,	 individual	 responsibility:	 the	neoliberal	 subject	 is	 the	“entrepreneur	of	 themselves”.	The	
precarity	 generated	 by	 the	 market	 and	 progressive	 divestiture	 of	 the	 welfare	 state	 makes	 it	








social	 relations	are	“turned	 into	value”	or	“discarded”.	 (See	Bauman,	2004)	 In	 light	of	 this	point,	
vulnerability,	care,	and	protection	are	all	connected	and	raise	the	question	of	the	role	of	the	state.	
A	 theory	of	 ethics	 focused	on	 identifying	particular	 forms	of	 vulnerability	 had	 already	been	
developed	 during	 the	 1980s,	 previous	 to	 Butler’s	 and	 Cavarero’s	 analyses.	 Such	 theory	 draws	
ethical-normative	guidelines	from	the	“vulnerability	principle”.	It	was	mainly	Robert	Goodin	(1985)	
who	 argued,	 in	 Protecting	 the	 Vulnerable:	 	 A	 Reanalysis	 of	 our	 Social	 Responsibilities,	 that	 the	
majority	 of	 our	moral	 responsibilities	 (“special	 responsibilities”)	 derive	 from	 the	 fact	 that	 some	
subjects	are	in	a	position	of	dependence	in	relation	to	us,	that	is,	they	depend	on	our	actions	and	
choices.	 This	 fact	 gives	 rise	 to	 family	 and	 emotional	 responsibilities,	 for	 example,	 but	 also	 a	
number	of	responsibilities	towards	other	social	actors	and	the	community	in	general.	According	to	





111-137).	 This	 strand	 of	 feminist	 critique	 addresses	 contractualism	 –	 and	 even	 more	 so,	 neo-
contractualism	–	with	the	aim	of	bringing	to	light	the	bonds	of	dependence	that	the	paradigm	of	
democratic	citizenship	tends	to	conceal.	(See	also	Pateman,	1988)		
In	 the	 1990s,	 another	 feminist	 philosopher,	 Eva	 Feder	 Kittay,	 expanded	 on	 the	 analysis	 of	
dependency	relationships	and	their	implications.	In	both	Love's	Labor	(Kittay,	1999)	and	the	essay	
Dependency	(Kittay,	2015),	the	author	argues	that	the	liberal	conception	of	equality	as	theorized	
by	 Rawls	 is	 false	 because	 it	 conceals	 the	 fact	 that	 many	 people	 in	 society	 exist	 in	 a	 state	 of	
dependence.	There	is,	in	fact,	an	“inevitable	dependence”	uniting	everyone	at	different	stages	of	












ethics	 to	 extend	 into	 political	 philosophy	 and	 the	philosophy	of	 law.	According	 to	 Fineman,	 not	











Vulnerable	 Subject,	 Fineman	 (2008,	 p.	 20)	 argues	 that	 the	 reference	 to	 universal	 ontological	
vulnerability	may	 help	 us	 to	 overcome	 the	 narrow	 boundaries	 of	 anti-discrimination	 law	 in	 the	
direction	of	a	more	substantive	conception	of	equality.	Redefining	a	subject	beginning	from	their	
ontological	 vulnerability	 (vulnerable	 subject	 vs.	 the	 autonomous	 and	 independent	 subject	 of	 a	
certain	 liberal	 tradition)	 enables	 us	 to	 “expand	 current	 ideas	 about	 state	 responsibility	 toward	
individuals	and	institutions”.	It	also	makes	it	possible	to	expose	the	deception	behind	the	myth	of	




intersect	 to	produce	compounded	 inequalities	…	but	 rather	 systems	of	power	and	privilege	 that	
interact	to	produce	webs	of	advantages	and	disadvantages”.	Both	identities	and	inequalities	are,	
in	 fact,	 first	 and	 foremost	 a	 product	 of	 institutional	 practices.	 Based	 on	 these	 premises,	 the	
vulnerability	approach	allows	Fineman	to	build	broad	coalitions	to	oppose	social	inequalities.		
The	author	seems	to	draw	closer	to	Nancy	Fraser	 (Fraser	und	Honneth,	2003)	 in	some	ways	
when	 she	 argues	 that	 mere	 recognition	 is	 insufficient	 and	 that	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 distribute	
resources	 more	 effectively.	 While	 Fraser's	 lexicon	 is	 more	 European,	 however,	 referencing	 the	
notions	 of	 “social	 justice”	 and	 redistribution	 of	 material	 resources	 rather	 than	 forms	 of	




use	 substantive	 equality	 as	 the	 guiding	 light	 for	 its	 action	 and	 play	 an	 active	 role	 in	 combating	
social	 inequalities,	 both	 through	 public	 institutions	 (taxation	 policies,	 welfare,	 etc.)	 and	 by	
overseeing	 the	 operation	 of	 institutions	 which	 are	 considered	 private	 (family,	 corporations,	
associations,	 etc.).	 Through	 vulnerability	 theory,	 therefore,	 Fineman	 calls	 for	 a	 return	 to	 the	
regulatory	authority	of	the	state	to	favour	substantive	equality	and	insists	that	 legislation	should	
prevail	over	jurisdictional	law.		





The	 target	of	 Fineman's	 critique	 is	a	 “libertarian”	 conception	of	autonomy.	The	philosopher	
argues	 against	 theories	 of	minimum	 state	 responsibility,	 but	 also	 against	 a	mainstream	 culture	
that	guides	 the	American	 legal	 system	and	 is	 inspired	by	a	 radical	 interpretation	of	 liberalism.	A	
critique	 of	 the	 “myth	 of	 autonomy”	 was,	 after	 all,	 at	 the	 centre	 of	 her	 work	 prior	 to	 the	
“vulnerability	 turn”	 -	 The	 Autonomy	Myth.	 A	 Theory	 of	 Dependency	 -	 in	 which	 Fineman	 (2004)	





The	 aim	 of	 Fineman,	 like	 Kittay	 and	 Joan	 Tronto,	 another	 important	 theorist	 of	 “ethics	 of	





and	 in	 particular	women,	who	have	historically	 been	 entrusted	with	 caretaking	 tasks	 –	 but	 also	
because	 care	 (the	work	 of	 “reproduction”	 in	 the	 lexicon	 of	Marxist	 feminist	 economists)	 is	 the	
cornerstone	on	which	all	of	society	is	built.	
Fineman	and	Kittay	emphasize	the	need	to	reformulate	the	action	of	the	state	in	line	with	the	
needs	 of	 citizens,	 moving	 the	 promotion	 of	 individual	 autonomy	 into	 the	 background.	 	 Joan	
Tronto,	on	the	other	hand,	first	in	Moral	Boundaries	(1993)	and	later	in	Caring	Democracy	(2013),	
positions	 the	 theme	 of	 care	 within	 a	 clearly	 liberal-democratic	 framework.	 In	 responding	 to	
people's	needs	–	in	taking	responsibility	for	people's	vulnerability,	to	use	Fineman's	vocabulary	–	
the	 state	 must	 not	 adopt	 a	 charitable,	 welfare	 or	 paternalistic	 approach.	 On	 the	 contrary,	




and	 those	 depending	 on	 the	 relationships	 in	 which	 we	 are	 involved.	 The	 value	 of	 care	 is	 not	
opposed	 to	 liberal	values,	 therefore;	 rather,	 it	 integrates	 them	or,	we	might	also	say,	 it	 corrects	




of	 care	 as	 a	 political	 ideal9	 and	 also	 points	 out	 the	 risk	 of	 particularism:	 anyone,	 committed	 to	
valuing	 the	 care	 relationships	 in	 which	 they	 are	 immersed,	 can	 lose	 sight	 of	 the	 wider	 social	
framework	(they	can	close	themselves	off,	as	Tocqueville	had	already	warned	us,	 in	the	circle	of	




relationships	 (first	 and	 foremost,	 between	 care	 givers	 and	 receivers)	 and	 is	 also	 guided	 by	
interests.	Tronto’s	objective	is	thus	to	bring	to	light	the	injustices	linked	to	the	distribution	of	care	
tasks	and	to	work	towards	a	shift	that	simultaneously	democratises	care	and	redirects	social	and	




Tronto,	 Kittay	 and	 Fineman	 raise	 the	 question	 of	 state	 responsibility	 in	 opposition	 to	 an	
exclusively	 private	 model	 of	 care,	 dependence	 and	 vulnerability	 management.	 These	 authors,	
however,	do	not	limit	themselves	to	condemning	the	lack	of	a	state	responsive	to	citizens’	needs,	
or	 ready	 to	 take	on	 the	 vulnerabilities	of	 individuals	 and	 certain	 social	 groups.	Both	Tronto	 and	
Fineman,	 in	 particular,	 are	 aware	 of	 the	 fact	 that	 care	was	 confined	 to	 the	 private	 sphere	 as	 a	
result	of	a	deliberate	choice	made	by	the	state:	on	the	one	hand,	the	state	frames	care	as	a	female	
issue	 that	must	be	managed	primarily	by	 the	 family;	on	 the	other	hand,	especially	 following	 the	




feminist	 revolution	of	 the	1970s	and	 '80s,	 it	 treats	care	as	a	good	that	can	be	purchased	on	the	
market.	






The	 current	 care	market	 is	 a	 global	market	 in	which	 international	migration	 plays	 a	 central	
role.12	This	does	not	mean	that	in	many	cases	–	such	as	the	Italian	case,	for	example	–	it	 is	not	a	
deregulated	 market.	 In	 fact,	 the	 state	 does	 intervene	 in	 this	 market,	 even	 intensely,	 through	
labour	policies	and,	even	more	so,	migration	policies.	Often,	however,	the	practices	of	institutional	
actors	on	both	of	these	fronts	deliberately	leaves	ample	room	for	“creative”	forms	of	management	
on	the	part	of	social	actors.	 In	many	cases,	 it	 is	precisely	restrictive	regulations	and	bureaucratic	
complicatedness,	together	with	an	insufficient	enforcement	of	the	rules,	that	favour	the	spread	of	
irregular	 and/or	 illegal	 practices.13	 Vulnerability	 and	 care	 are	 not	 neglected.	 The	 state	 is	 not	
disregarding	 them.	Rather,	 it	manages	 them	according	 to	a	 logic	 that	was	once	disciplinary	 (see	
Foucault,	1975)	but	has,	in	the	neoliberal	era,	become	biopolitical	(Foucault,	2004a	and	2004b),	a	
logic	 which	 strengthens	 social	 hierarchies	 and	 provides	 for	 the	 production	 of	 “wasted	 lives”.	
(Bauman,	2004)	The	circuit	of	exclusion	is	thus	managed	through	the	combination	of	increasingly	
scarce	welfare	 services	 -	which	 retain	a	disciplinary	approach	 in	 their	 rhetoric	 and	management	




2006;	Alexander,	2019)	 in	Europe,	a	penal-migratory	circuit	managed	 in	part	by	 the	state	and	 in	







can	enrich	our	understanding	of	 substantive	equality,	but	 it	 cannot	 replace	 it.	 In	The	Vulnerable	
Subject	 and	 the	 Responsive	 State,	 Fineman	 (2010)	 immediately	 makes	 clear	 that	 a	 “more	
responsive”	state	corresponds	to	a	more	equal	society.	On	one	hand	her	critique	targets	equality	




understood	 in	 a	 merely	 formal	 sense,	 while	 on	 the	 other	 hand	 she	 takes	 issue	 with	 US	 anti-
discrimination	law	according	to	which	“every	gain	by	a	minority	individual	becomes	a	justification	
for	 abandoning	 the	 pursuit	 of	 substantive	 equality”.	 (Fineman,	 2008,	 p.	 20)	 Fineman	 calls	 for	
greater	 involvement	on	 the	part	 of	 the	 state	 in	 policies	 aimed	at	 achieving	 substantive	 equality	
and,	clearly	looking	at	the	European	model,	calls	for	a	change	in	US	political,	legal	and	institutional	
culture	 that	 would	 enable	 legislative	 and	 executive	 powers	 to	 become	 the	 driving	 force	 and	
implementation	centre	of	equality	policies.	In	this	context,	judicial	power	plays	a	supervisory	role.	
It	has	the	task	of	responding	to	the	demands	of	individuals,	putting	an	end	to	what	the	author	calls	
the	 “jurisprudence	of	 identity	 and	discrimination”	 (Fineman,	2008,	p.	 23),	 since	 “the	promise	of	
equality	must	not	be	conditioned	upon	belonging	to	any	identity	category”.	(Fineman,	2008,	p.	23)	
Equality	must	be	understood	as	universal.	The	reference	to	vulnerability	thus	serves,	especially	for	
Fineman,	 to	 justify	 the	 state’s	 commitment	 to	 substantive	 equality.	 The	 need	 to	 respond	 to	
vulnerability	thus	becomes	the	basis	of	equality	policies.	For	Fineman,	the	state’s	commitment	to	
fostering	equality	“is	 rooted	 in	an	understanding	of	vulnerability	and	dependence”.	Additionally,	
the	 precondition	 for	 such	 a	 commitment	 is	 the	 recognition	 that	 “autonomy	 is	 not	 a	 naturally	
occurring	characteristic	of	the	human	condition,	but	a	product	of	social	policy”.	(Fineman,	2008,	p.	
23)	
Similarly,	 according	 to	 Tronto,	 the	 foundation	 of	 democracy	 is	 not	 only	 formal	 but	 also	
substantive	equality.	Democratic	 institutions	have	 the	duty	 to	 achieve	 such	equality	despite	 the	
fact	that	the	market-based	economy	is	constantly	producing	inequalities.	 It	could	be	argued	that	
Tronto's	 position	 is	 similar	 to	 that	 expressed	 by	 Luigi	 Ferrajoli	when	 he	 argues	 that	 “equality	 is	
revealed	 (...)	 as	 the	 legal	 condition	 of	 both	 the	 formal	 and	 substantive	 dimensions	 of	

















I	would	 tend	 to	agree	with	Ferrajoli	when,	especially	 thinking	of	Europe	and	 Italy,	he	states	





invention,	 simply	 the	 implementation,	 legally	 due,	 of	 the	 normative	 plans	 formulated	 in	
constitutions.	 Therefore,	 in	 the	 first	 place,	 it	 requires	 refounding	 the	 public	 sphere	 through	 the	
reaffirmation	 and	 development	 of	 social	 rights	 guarantees	 and	 their	 associated	 enforcement	
functions	 and	 institutions”.18	 Similarly,	 Ferrajoli	 is	 right	 in	 distinguishing	 between	 the	
“constitutional	 state”,	 based	 precisely	 on	 citizens'	 entitlement	 to	 social	 rights,	 and	 the	
“bureaucratic	welfare	state”,	i.e.	the	welfare	state	that	offers	social	benefits.	The	latter,	far	from	
being	 an	 outdated	 model,	 seems	 to	 come	 back	 into	 style	 whenever	 complex	 bureaucratic	
mediation	is	established	to	limit	universal	welfare	according	to	neoliberal	governance	(think	of	the	
university	 or	 healthcare	 system).19	 As	 Fabio	 Ciaramelli	 (2013,	 p.	 256)	 has	 noted,	 constitutional	





is	 not	 only	 relevant,	 it	 also	 has	 to	 do	 with	 the	 very	 construction	 of	 democracy	 as	 well	 as	 the	
“constant	refounding	(...)	of	the	constitutional	agreement	through	the	representation	of	the	social	
struggles	and	demands	 for	 reform	expressed	by	society”.21	As	 far	as	 the	role	of	 interpretation	 is	
concerned,	 	while	adhering	 to	a	 legal	positivist	point	of	view,	Ferrajoli	once	again	acknowledges	
that	 interpretation	 is	 an	 inescapable	 step.	 The	 norms	 formulated	 in	 constitutions	 are,	 in	 fact,	
necessarily	 implemented	 through	 interpretative	 processes	 –	 first	 and	 foremost,	 through	 the	
judicial	review	by	the	constitutional	court	–	and	over	the	years	such	 interpretation	has	gradually	
led	 this	 legislation	 to	 be	 adjusted	 to	 face	 to	 new	 challenges.22	 Further,	 it	 is	 precisely	 on	 the	
interpretative	 level	 that	 theories	 of	 vulnerability	 and	 care	 appear	 to	 pose	 the	 most	 significant	
challenge.	 As	 scholars	 have	 noted,	 in	 fact,	 both	 national	 and	 European	 jurisprudence	 make	
reference	 to	 vulnerability.23	 In	 some	 cases,	 it	 appears	 functional	 to	 augmenting	 the	 proactive	
obligations	of	states	in	the	protection	of	human	rights	and	to	strengthening	substantive	equality;24	









such	 as	 Fineman,	 Tronto	 and	 Kittay	 suggest,	 if	 it	 serves	 to	 strengthen	 the	 “political	 and	 legal	
project”	of	 substantive	equality,	operating,	as	Fineman	writes,	as	a	 “heuristic	 tool”	 for	unveiling	
forms	 of	 inequality	 long	 removed	 from	 the	 public	 (and	 doctrinal	 and	 jurisprudential)	 debate,	
beginning	with	 inequalities	 stemming	 from	 the	 unfair	 distribution	 of	 care.	 In	 the	 contemporary	




At	 the	 same	 time,	 the	 model	 of	 the	 “welfare	 state”,	 which	 is	 at	 the	 same	 time	 a	
“constitutional	 state”	 gives	 us	 the	 instrument	 to	 curb	 the	 risk	 of	 paternalistic/maternalistic	 and	
illiberal	 tendencies	 that	 some	 interpretations	 of	 the	 paradigm	 of	 vulnerability	 (and	 care)	might	
lead	us	towards.	As	Ferrajoli	has	pointed	out,	in	fact,	within	the	model	of	the	constitutional	state	
both	formal	and	substantive	equality	 is	 to	be	understood	as	an	equality	of	rights.	 (On	this	 issue,	
see	also	Mazzarese,	2006)	Equality	 is	not	octroyée.	 It	 is	won,	 though	never	definitively,	 through	
struggles	 for	 rights	 and	must	 therefore	be	 combined	with	 autonomy.	 Freedom	 rights	 and	 social	
rights	are	actually	linked	under	the	banner	of	equality,	and	they	are	also	connected	to	the	right	to	
acknowledge	 “difference”	 within	 the	 framework	 of	 a	 pluralist	 state.26	 Feminist	 thinking	 on	
vulnerability	can	 take	a	position	on	 this	point	as	well	 that	 is	 synergistic	 rather	 than	oppositional	
when	it	reminds	us	that	autonomy	should	not	be	understood	as	a	fortress	in	which	the	individual	
is	 imprisoned,	an	“inner	citadel”.	 (See	Christman,	1999)	Rather,	 it	 should	be	seen	as	a	 relational	
concept,	 “in	 the	 twin	 senses	 that	 its	 development	 and	 exercise	 requires	 extensive	 social	
scaffolding	and	support	and	that	its	development	and	exercise	can	be	thwarted	by	exploitative	or	
oppressive	 interpersonal	 relationships	 and	 by	 repressive	 or	 unjust	 social	 and	 political	
institutions”.27	 From	 this	 perspective,	 while	 on	 one	 hand	 being	 autonomous	 means	 exposing	
oneself	 to	 social	 relations	 –	 and	 therefore	 being	 vulnerable	 –	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 protecting	
oneself	 from	 vulnerability	 means	 promoting	 autonomy	 to	 the	 greatest	 possible	 extent.	
(Mackenzie,	2014)28	Not	to	mention	that,	as	Butler	pointed	out,	in	some	cases	the	claim/exposure	
of	 vulnerability	 in	 and	 of	 itself	 can	 be	 an	 act	 of	 political	 agency,	 a	 strategy	 of	 resistance.	 (See	
Butler,	2016,	p.	12-27	and	2017)		
Conclusions		
The	 vulnerability	 and	 care	 perspectives	 can	 therefore	 help	 us	 to	 redesign	 social	 policies,	
involving	the	relevant	actors	(and,	first	of	all,	those	who	receive	and	give	care)	 in	their	design	to	
ensure	 the	 efficacy	 of	 fundamental	 rights.	 They	 also	 point	 to	 the	 importance	 of	 building	 a	
gendered	 democracy29	 and	 the	 need	 to	 address	 the	 challenges	 arising	 from	 new	 forms	 of	
precariousness.	 Finally,	 they	 can	guide	 the	 interpretation	of	 laws	 (and	 rights).	 I	 am	 thinking,	 for	
example,	of	the	issue	of	gender-based	violence,	an	issue	in	which	recognizing	that	vulnerability	is	a	
constant	element	of	intimate	relationships	could	help	in	both	establishing	prevention	policies	that	




deconstruct	 the	 rigid	 boundaries	 between	 gender	 identities,	 and	 in	 designing	 models	 of	
intervention	aimed	at	the	specific	contexts	of	violence.	In	relation	to	gender	violence,	for	example,	
taking	 vulnerability	 into	 account	 entails	 giving	 space	 and	 value	 to	 victims,	 building	 adequate	
networks	 for	 listening,	 providing	 protection	 and	 economic	 support,30	 offering	 abusive	 men	 the	





There	 are	 various	 strategies	 states	might	 adopt,	 involving	 as	much	 as	 possible	 the	 relevant	
non-institutional	 actors	 (feminist	 groups,	 anti-violence	 centres,	 etc.),	 combating	 stigmatization,	
and	adopting	wide-ranging	prevention	policies	as	well	as	targeted	protection	and	empowerment	
policies.	Such	measures	would	be	fertile	grounds	for	the	emergence	of	the	figure	Fineman	calls	the	























																																								 																				30	This	is	also	in	line	with	both	the	Istanbul	Convention	and	the	EU	Directive	on	the	protection	of	crime	victims	2012/29/EU	by	the	European	Parliament	 and	Council	 of	October	25th	 2012	 (OJEU	14.11.2012),	which	promoted	 the	 creation	of	networks	 and	services	to	support	crime	victims	at	the	national	level	(in	Italy,	see	Rete	Dafne,	http://retedafne.it).	31	 As	 occurs	 in	 listening	 centres	 for	 abusive	 men,	 which	 are	 unfortunately	 still	 scarce	 in	 Italy	 (see	 for	 example	http://www.centrouominimaltrattanti.org/).	
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